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Early in our research on housing typologies, questions emerged with regards to 
how we live, both individually and as a collective, and how we build and inance 
sustainable and healthy communities that support and celebrate a diversity of 
people.  
 
In today’s emerging social, technological, environmental, economic, and political 
climate, we must look for new and innovative ways to re-use existing housing 
stock; conceive of new models of ownership; re-design homes to cater to multiple 
families and family types; and create new forms of community that truly relect 
the current population and are able to adapt to future demographic shifts. In the 
Oice of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights’ Human Rights 
Fact Sheet no.21, it is stated that “Adequate housing was recognized as part of 
the right to an adequate standard of living in the 1948 Universal Declaration 
of Human Rights and in the 1966 International Covenant on Economic, Social 
and Cultural Rights (2014, p.6). We must strongly recognize that housing is and 
must be a fundamental human right and is "essential to one’s sense of dignity, 
safety, inclusion and ability to contribute to the fabric of our neighbourhoods and 
societies” (Ontario Human Rights Commission, n.d).    
In recognition of the complexity of our urban housing ecology, it is necessary 
to consider a systemic view of housing where community is understood and 
addressed as an integrated system that is further embedded within a shared 
infrastructural system – this will provide the context and the constraints for how 
we want to live and how we build desired communities through policy, design, 
manufacturing and construction; and how we inance afordable housing through 
partnerships and collaboration. 
Our research pays particular attention to Toronto’s context, but in doing so 
also recognizes and highlights the challenges that are faced by many large 
urban centres including housing afordability; rental bias/stigma; aging housing 
infrastructure; the ‘missing middle’ supply of afordable homes, over-reliance on 
condominium rentals, and underutilization of viable industrial and commercial 
lands 
Housing is essentially about people, and we must also recognize the changing and 
ever-evolving values and needs of our city’s residents. 
EXECUTIVE 
SUMMARY
5Guiding the research is a set of six principles that capture a vision for our current and future cities 
and include promoting equity and diversity; challenging traditional notions of home ownership; 
building community identity; investing in housing research and development; recognizing 
alternative ownership and inancing models; and recognizing housing as a human right. 
Our research uses a comparative case study method to determine housing trends in both global and 
local sites; highlight lessons and innovations in housing typology; and identiied gaps and opportunities 
in the current Toronto housing market. Case studies were also prioritized to include those from a wide 
variety of geographic regions that have been built (or in the implementation phase) and those whose 
innovations have captured academic, media and community attention. Our case studies are clustered and 
presented in four key thematic areas: New models of living; Alternative Housing Construction and Design; 
Re-imagined Communities, and New Notions of Afordability. The result of this research is a “Housing 
Innovation Toolkit” that captures practical tools and methods that are being used to tackle afordable 
housing both locally and globally. 
‘New Models of Living’ explores the advantages and disadvantages of micro-living, co-living /co-working, 
co-housing and communal living and focuses on innovations that include urban down-scaling, space-
sharing, and intergenerational living.  
‘Alternative Construction and Design’ explores innovation through sustainable design, prefabrication 
technologies, open building, and adaptive and lexible design to meet the changing needs of residents and 
the community. 
‘Re-imagined communities’ identiies key issues that our socially, economically and culturally diverse 
communities are currently facing, and the innovation strategies needed to address them such as 
alternative intensiication strategies, ‘missing middle’ housing, community agency and participation in 
design, planning and implementation 
‘New Notions of Afordability’ highlights the need to re-visit working together and explores options 
for cooperative ventures such as such as non-proit housing cooperatives, shared equity-based housing 
cooperatives, and community land trusts.  
The “Housing Innovation Toolkit” is meant to provide a way forward and should serve as a basis 
for delving deeper into the complexities of urban housing. In addition to further investigation and 
exploration, it is imperative that engagement and participation of community stakeholders, including a 
diversity of residents as well as professional, inancial and governmental agencies, are strongly considered 
to ensure that innovation in housing and community is resilient, inclusive and relective for the people 
who reside in them. 
SECTION 1
Housing as a Diverse Community-based 
Ecosystem 
It has become increasingly clear to urban planners and city administrators that 
well-designed cities need to provide for a variety of lexible housing options for 
their inhabitants. We now more clearly realize that social segregation, commuter 
travel, and economic marginalization can create undesirable urban environments. 
The provision of the essential amenities and social supports including places 
for education, culture, community; access to food and health services; and 
eicient and accessible transportation, are all essential to supporting thriving and 
sustainable urban communities. Creating options for reducing commuting times 
by providing for ample and afordable housing near commercial and business 
districts, supporting and promoting remote working options, and providing social 
supports such as childcare, are goals for any present-day community and are 
central to why urban cores are most desired as places to live, work and play.  
As the value of homes in the city rise sharply and available rental units are limited 
in space, it has become increasingly di cult for families to aford urban living. 
As younger or larger families retreat to the suburbs, city centres are starting to 
see a shift in demographics, as only singles or double-wage earning couples with 
few or no children can aford to live in the city due to costly real estate creating 
communities that are polarized by social and economic status.  
As urban demographics change, so does the notion of the single-family home. 
We must look for new ways of re-using existing housing stock, conceive of new 
models of ownerships, re-design homes to house multiple families or individuals 
and create new forms of community that truly relect the current population. This 
is especially important and urgent in cities like Toronto, where the rising housing 
prices and low rental vacancy rates have led to the partitioning of homes into 
multi-unit dwelling to cater to the growing demand, and often at the sake of ire 
and life safety. Instead, housing, through policy and design, should anticipate 
demographic shifts and adapt to current and future population conditions. 
THE CONTEXT OF 
HOUSING TODAY 
Silodam by MVRDV / Image Source: bornagraphique.tumblr.com
7In today’s urban centres, housing has become a complex 
problem with multiple, and often uncoordinated interest 
groups involved in its management, development and 
proit. In addition to key roles played by urban planners and 
legislators, real estate developers and inancial institutions 
in housing development and community planning, there 
is a place for community voice to add much-need value in 
balancing community goals with proits and risk. Engaging 
a diversity of stakeholders, end users and community 
members in the consultation process and creating a 
stronger systems approach to planning and development 
can lead to innovative, community-oriented and potentially 
more afordable and sustainable housing strategies.  
How can a systems view of housing ecology change the 
process of housing development? A systems view of housing 
considers housing as an integrated community commodity, 
embedded within community and shared infrastructures; 
within the context and constraints of legislation; and 
in relation to manufacturing and construction. It also 
recognizes the fundamental human right to housing.   
A more broad-based systems view considers the value 
that housing can bring to a community by providing for a 
diversity of community members, encouraging community 
engagement and sense of place, and valuing and supporting 
social entrepreneurialism. In addition to housing, a systems 
approach should consider supporting social and physical 
support systems as part of the larger housing ecology and 
essential for successful and self-sustaining communities. 
These, at a minimum, include such as transportation, 
community amenities, schools, markets, and commercial 
and cultural facilities.  
While simply stated as a theoretical idea, the practical 
implementation of a well-integrated systems-based housing 
strategy is much more complex, as it involves the contexts of 
afordability, inclusion, accessibility, and community building 
in addition to the expertise of building itself.
Understanding Housing Afordability
As populations in urban centres continue to grow and access 
to afordable and desirable housing becomes less accessible 
to an increasing segment of the population, there is an 
urgent need to re-visit and re-imagine how we design, build 
and provide for this fundamental human right. 
Government subsidized housing initiatives have found it 
di cult to compete in a developer-driven market. Major 
cities like Toronto, and Vancouver have become cities ripe 
for development opportunity, with the last twenty years 
seeing mostly condominium development and virtually very 
little public housing building (Tyndorf 2006). The result is a 
minimum of available afordable rental dwellings, and the 
domination in the rental market by a program of expensive 
condominium sublets. This situation is further exacerbated 
by the inlux of rural and suburban families, new Canadians 
relocating for employment, and ‘empty nesters’ downsizing 
to the Greater Toronto Area (GTA) city core.  Approximately 
100,000 people move into the GTA each year, requiring 
about 45,000-50,000 dwellings. (Tyndorf, 2006). In 2017, 
purpose-built apartment rents increased the most in 15 
years and vacancy rates reached the lowest in 16 years. In 
2017, vacancy rates for purpose-built rentals were 1.0% and 
those for condominium rentals were below 0.7%. For many 
Housing is considered afordable if housing costs account 
for less than 30% of before-tax household income (CMHC, 
n.d.). 
Lesser of housing that does not exceed 30% of gross 
annual household income for low and moderate income 
households, or housing for which the purchase price is at 
least 10% below the average purchase price of a resale 
unit in the regional market area (or in the case of rental 
housing, housing that is at or below the average market 
rent) (Ministry of Municipal Afairs and Housing, 2005).
The City of Toronto deines afordable rental housing 
as new housing where the total monthly shelter cost 
(gross monthly rent, including heat, hydro and hot water, 
excluding parking and internet/cable charges) is at or 
below Toronto’s average market rent (City of Toronto, 
2017).




How is housing afordability deined in Canada?
new Canadians and middle-income workers, this translates 
into an inequitable and unafordable urban market place. 
A report prepared by Evergreen “Getting to 8000” around 
the current state of rental units in Toronto, identiies the 
consistently low vacancy rate, generally below 3%, and the 
above-inlation rate rent increases as creating an unhealthy 
and squeezed rental market. (Evergreen, 2017) This dictates 
an over - reliance on private condominiums to provide 
rentals. “Over the past ten years, the Toronto Area rental 
market has only grown by 2,400 purpose-built rental units 
while 76,000 private rental condos have joined the market as 
rentals.”  (Evergreen, 2017, p.4) 
Deining Afordability
According to Statistics Canada, “people in households that 
spend 30% or more of total household income on shelter 
expenses are deined as having a "housing afordability" 
problem”. Most deinitions of afordability, with respect 
to housing, are based on an individual’s ability to aford 
the cost of occupancy, be it rent or a portion of monthly 
ownership. In both cases the deinition of afordability is 
income-based, market-based, or both. 
According to various recent housing studies, there are 
approximately 25% of owners and as high as 50% of renters 
whose housing costs exceed the recommended threshold of 
30% of their income (Stapleton, 2012).  When housing costs 
become no longer sustainable, people are forced sell their 
homes, declare bankruptcy, and/or default on mortgages or 
rent payments. Housing has become intrinsically linked to its 
inancial value, with many Canadians having a long-standing 
relationship with home ownership as a primary form of 
long-term investment for retirement and/or potential for 
equity. Alongside afordability strategies, housing innovation 
must look for creative ideas that transcend traditional ideas 
of a home as merely a inancial asset. Housing innovation 
and community planning must create beneits to housing 
that have value beyond the monetary and can minimize or 
mitigate the current inancial burden of owning or renting. 
9Key Housing Challenges in Toronto
In addition to issues of housing afordability, Toronto faces several important housing-related challenges 
related to housing bias/stigma, aging housing infrastructure and underutilized lands.  
The ‘Missing Middle’ 
Currently the housing pattern across the Greater Toronto and Hamilton Area can be characterized by 
one-bedroom tower condos located primarily at key urban nodes or by low-density housing along the 
urban fringe (Haines & Aird, 2018). Haines & Aird (2018) coined the term “tall and sprawl” for this type of 
development pattern and highlight a lack of mid-income housing - the “missing middle” - that would be 
suitable and afordable for a range of household types, sizes and income levels. These “missing middle” 
housing types include semi-detached, row homes, townhomes, multiplexes and courtyard apartments. 
Ownership over Rental Mentality 
Most Canadians have a long-standing relationship with home ownership as a primary form of long-term 
investment for retirement and potential for equity.  According to the “Housing Horizons” study (Pacini, 
2017) the current political, inancial and social systems in Canada favour homeownership as the preferred 
tenure model. One of the key indings is that there is “disproportionate investment in assisting Canadians 
to reach the homeownership dream strengthen inequalities between owners and renters and incentivize 
more households to purchase homes” (Pacini, 2017, p.34). As a result, homeowners have much more 
access to inancial incentives and beneits that renters do not. In this respect, home ownership represents 
a desired trajectory towards upward social mobility and anything short of ownership is undesirable.  
Aging Social Housing Stock 
Toronto Community Housing (TCH) is the largest non-proit social housing provider in Canada. It has 
2,100 buildings in its portfolio, totaling $9 billion in public assets (Toronto Community Housing, n.d.). In 
recent years, TCH has been facing increasing criticism for failing to upkeep its properties, with estimated 
$1.6 billion required to ix the aging and dilapidated infrastructure. At present, TCH has 30 social housing 
properties in serious disrepair, while 222 of 364 developments are ranked in “poor” condition (Pagliaro, 
2017). 
An Unhealthy Rental Market and Over-Reliance on Condominium Rentals 
This situation encourages developers to build condominiums over rentals, and is supported by the 
inancial conditions, as it is easier to raise capital for condos, making rental less attractive to build. “A 
reinvigorated purpose-built rental sector would help refocus the condo market away from speculation/
investment and back towards owner-occupied units” (Evergreen, 2017, p.23) 
Underutilized Industrial and Commercial sites 
“The cost of housing is directly linked to the market conditions within a community and the cost inputs to 
construct housing. If there is a high supply of housing, then market rents and house prices will typically 
fall. If there is a low supply, market rents and housing prices will typically rise. Therefore, municipalities 
can contribute to the afordability of housing by maintaining a regulatory environment that is conducive to 
the development of a diverse range of housing types” (AUMA, n.d.). As the demand for afordable housing 
increases and if supported by municipal regulations, underutilized industrial and commercial sites provide 
ample opportunity for production of new models for housing, neighbourhoods and communities. Long-
term strategies to evolve municipal regulation and zoning standards are needed to allow for the use of 
these lands to be developed or redeveloped and increase the City’s housing stock.
Trends and Drivers in Housing
The Indigenous population living in 
metropolitan areas is and will continue 
to grow; the number of Indigenous 
people living in a metropolitan area 
of at least 30,000 people increased by 
59.7% from 2006 to 2016 (Statistics 
Canada, 2017). 
Immigration will continue to be the 
main driver of population growth. 
Newcomer families are more likely to 
rent, have larger household sizes, and 
have diferent cultural expectations 
of housing (i.e. multigenerational). By 
2036, approximately 77% to 81.4% 
of Toronto’s population will be irst 
or second-generation immigrants 
(Brannan, 2018). 
Increasing life expectancy of Canadians 
and a low fertility rate will contribute 
to the growing population of seniors; 
by 2031, 25% of the population will be 
over the age of 65 by 2031 (Grenier, 
2017).
TECHNOLOGICALSOCIAL ENVIRONMENTAL
At a time when cities around the world are facing unprecedented change, Toronto 
will be afected by several critical trends and drivers. These challenges set the 
stage for a new vision of housing innovation, and demand that we reconsider how 
we live, build, and inance dwellings for people in our city. A scan of these trends 
was done using a foresight method called STEEPV. This framework ensures that a 
broad range of "signals of change" are considered when looking towards future. 
Drone delivery will become ubiquitous. 
In 2018, Drone Delivery Canada 
received a Compliant UAV Operator 
Special Flight Operations Certiicate 
(SFOC), which allows the company to 
take the irst step in ofering drone 
delivery services in Canada (Drone 
Delivery Canada, 2018). 
The rideshare industry will continue 
to thrive; Goldman Sachs predicts it 
will be worth $285 billion by 2030. 
This will decrease reliance on personal 
vehicles, de-prioritizing parking needs 
and leaving millions of square feet of 
parking space empty (NMHC, 2018)
Rising global temperatures will 
impact the frequency and severity of 
extreme weather events; buildings 
will be increasingly susceptible to 
storm damage (Toronto and Region 
Conservation Authority, n.d.). 
A warmer climate will help spread 
vector-borne disease, as the northern 
limit of many disease carriers is 
controlled by temperature. Warmer 
weather will also increase the risk of 
water and foodborne diseases (Toronto 
and Region Conservation Authority, 
n.d.). 
Nuclear and coal generating stations 
will have reduced capacity as warmer 
water temperatures reduce the 
eiciency of the condensers. Energy 
demand will be greater, and brownouts 
and blackouts will occur (Toronto and 
Region Conservation Authority, n.d.).
Climate change will have 
signiicant impacts on the 
built environment, health 
and energy.
Technological disruption will 
shape the way people shop 
and get around in cities. 
Building units will need to 
be increasingly adaptable 
in order to meet the needs 
of older and more diverse 
households. 
ECONOMICAL POLITICAL VALUES
2.18 million Canadians are taking part 
in the “gig economy” (freelance and 
contract work) and that number will 
only increase. This will change how, 
when and where people expect to work 
(BMO Wealth Management, 2018). 
Toronto will continue to be an 
attractive market for tech talent. The 
city added the most technology jobs 
in North America between 2013-
2018 and is the fastest-growing tech 
market (Wong & Marotta, 2018). This 
is expected to change salaries and 
afect housing afordability (Berkes & 
Gaetani, 2017). 
 
Retail giants Walmart and Amazon 
will continue to cause upheaval in the 
traditional retail market (CBC, 2017). 
Developers will need to consider 
how innovative retail models can be 
best integrated into new builds (i.e. 
experiential) (NMHC, 2018). 
Rising interest rates and falling house 
prices will lead to a pullback in the 
pace of consumer spending and overall 
Canadian economic growth (The 
Conference Board of Canada, 2018). 
Global trade war fears will continue 
to persist, afecting not only Canada’s 
economic outlook but globally as well 
(The Conference Board of Canada, 
2018). 
The rise of populist leaders such as 
Donald Trump (US) and Doug Ford 
(Ontario, Canada) will increase political 
and social discord (Mounk, 2018).
31% of Canadian consumers are 
willing to pay a premium for health 
enhancing products. Consumers will 
continue to look for products and 
services to help them maintain and 
improve their health, changing the type 
of products they purchase for their 
family, the sports they play, and how 
they spend their leisure time (Business 
Development Bank of Canada, 2013) 
Real-time and personalized purchasing 
will shift customer expectations 
towards lifestyle-focused, lexible and 
customizable apartments (NMHC, 
2018). 
The sharing economy will continue to 
blur the line between public and private 
space. Residents in apartments will 
expect to be more integrated into the 
community as a whole, with spaces that 
can have multiple uses and be shared 
for neighborhood needs (NMHC, 2018).
How people work will 
change the way people 
live and how they access 
housing.
Political uncertainty 
& division will be the 
environment in which 
developers must ind 
support for their projects.  
With an increasing emphasis 
on wellness, residents 
will expect their homes to 
facilitate better physical, 
social and emotional health.  
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Case study method, as deined by Yin (1984) “as an empirical inquiry that 
investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context; when the 
boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident; and in 
which multiple sources of evidence are used.”, has been used to determine a set 
of afordable housing innovations in both a local and global context.  
Case study method allows the exploration and understanding of complex issues 
through contextual analysis of a limited number of events or conditions, and their 
relationships (USCLibraries, n.d). This method enables a researcher to closely 
examine the data within a speciic context and understand the behavioural 
conditions through the actor’s perspective. By including both quantitative and 
qualitative data, case studies help explain both the process and outcome of a 
phenomenon through complete observation, reconstruction and analysis of the 
cases under investigation (Tellis, 1997). 
Unlike quantitative analysis, which observes patterns in data at the macro level 
based on the frequency of occurrence of the phenomena being observed, case 
studies observe the data at the micro level. The detailed qualitative accounts 
often produced in case studies not only help to explore or describe the data 
in a real-life environment, but also help to explain the complexities of real-life 
situations which may not be adequately captured through experimental or survey 
research.  
As case studies are well suited for exploratory research focused on the study of 
emergent practices (Zainal, 2007), this method is particularly useful for examining 
housing innovation typology. This research study utilizes multiple cases to better 
understand trends in both global and local settings and highlights important 
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Approach to Research and 
Information Synthesis
The research team conducted a broad literature and 
media scan of studies and projects that address housing 
afordability from a multitude of perspectives. Consideration 
of what is deemed “innovative” was deeply grounded in the 
Toronto context and informed by gaps and opportunities 
in the current housing market, such as new housing 
typologies, inancial models and tenure options.  As a result, 
applicability and relevance to Toronto housing market was 
a key consideration in selecting the most relevant case 
studies. Other factors for identifying case studies included: 
• Projects that span across various geographic regions 
• Projects that address gaps in the housing market  
•  Projects that have been highly referenced in literature or 
media  
• Projects that have been built or ready to be implemented 
Using the criteria above, a list of around 60 case studies 
were compiled, out of which 15 were studied in greater 
detail.  Insights Sorting, also known as Ainity Mapping, was 
used to further understand the commonalities between 
the case studies. This exercise facilitated the recognition 
of patterns within the case studies and helped identify the 
major trends in housing innovation. Initially, case studies 
were grouped by housing innovation type. Recognizing 
that some case studies may represent multiple areas of 
innovation, case studies were subsequently regrouped 
based on similar features and via an iterative process, until 
a stable clustering pattern was achieved, and insight clusters 
could be deined. This process resulted in four notable 
thematic areas that can generally capture the various 
innovative tools that have been used to achieve housing 
afordability: 
• New models of living 
• Alternative Housing Construction and Design 
• Re-imagined Communities 
• New Notions of Afordability 
There are many ways in which housing innovations can be 
categorized and understood. However, the four thematic 
areas provide a general framework for how we can begin 
to understand innovations in housing. Notable case studies 
have integrated multiple innovation approaches from 
the four categories above. For example, several housing 
projects in Europe were initiated based on new ideas around 
how people want to live, which led to innovative housing 
designs and tenure models, all of which redeine what new 
communities could look like.  
Using the proposed framework and combining a breadth 
of insights, the research team has prepared a “Housing 
Innovation Toolkit” to capture the tools that have been and 
are being used both locally and globally to tackle housing 
afordability. The Housing Innovation Toolkit is discussed in 
section 3 followed by a series of 15 supporting case studies, 
in section 4, that illustrate how these tools have been used 
and implemented in housing projects locally and globally. 
•  Support and promote equity and diversity (economic, cultural and social) in our communities and 
discourage social polarization 
• Challenge traditional notions of home ownership and reduce the stigma of renting  
• Build a sense of place and community identity, and empower residents in community decision-making 
• Invest in research and development in emerging materials and technology for housing 
• Recognize and support alternative ownership and inancing models. 
•  Housing is a human right. Implement policies and regulatory guidelines to ensure and enforce inclusive 
housing development practices.
Guiding Principles
how do we live


































graphic & multi-cultural 
communities
how do we finance
SECTION 3
Toolkit 1: New Models of Living
There is an increasing trend towards a more temporal and mobile lifestyle. “New 
ways of describing living, [which] shift the product of housing to the experience 
of a dwelling place as lifestyle and this attitude of the dwelling and its services 
creates a more consumer - focused dwelling unit” (Shenesy, 2016). In a new age 
of Netlix, Pandora & Uber, Shenesy (2016) highlights present-day pervasive ideas 
of renting everything yet owning nothing.  A variation is presented by Alderton 
(2018), who describes new models of living is as a “home subscription that lets 
[residents] loat among numerous temporary residences owned and furnished 
by the same management company”. Several of these ideas will be explored in 
further detail the sections that follow. 
Micro-living  
As real estate prices increase, so does the per square foot cost of housing. 
Coupled with rising populations in urban centres and increasing demand for 
space, the result is a rise in compact dwelling units. “In North America, about 82% 
of the total population – roughly 473.8 million people – lives in urban areas. The 
number of single-person households is rising, although housing has not kept pace 
with demographic change. Many of the new units being built are getting smaller 
and smaller, challenging municipal housing codes and zoning regulations.” (Post, 
2014, para.3) 
 The concept of the micro-apartment is not new one. Kisho Kurakawa’s Nakagin 
prefabrication Capsule Tower built in the 1970s features some of the irst single 
room dwelling and nArchitects’ Carmel Place project demonstrate how micro-
apartments can be ‘chic’.  
Another area of intensiication is the re-evaluation of functional space itself. 
The condominium concept has served as a functional reassessment of useable 
space and a proven alternative to the traditional housing models. Rethinking the 
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dining and living/guest spaces, as well as single bathrooms 
that serves as ensuite and common. Very small units (<= 
350 sq. ft.) efectively do away with a dedicated dining space 
and ofer a kitchen bar as an eating/prep area and are often 
designed as open concept bachelor suites. As dwellings 
become more compact, the implications on lifestyle must 
be considered. Small units may work for single or young 
couples who spend large amounts of time socializing outside 
the home, where the unit can easily and adequately function 
as a “crashpad”.  
Micro-living solutions have produced more eicient small-
sized apartments, with scaled down furniture capable of 
adapting to a variety of dwelling functions. The challenges of 
downsizing however are afordability, privacy, and comfort. 
Examples like Carmel Place in New York (nArchitects, 
2016) with units ranging from 250 – 370 sq. ft., and some 
current condominium projects with smallest units ranging 
from 300 - 350sq.ft., have shifted the value focus to the 
communal amenities that can be provided. Smart House 
Development (architectsAlliance with ll x iV Design, 2018), 
located in Toronto, contains units as small as 276 sq. ft. 
yet ofers social amenities such as community itness, 
business centres, games rooms, party spaces, media rooms, 
gardening centres, and shared outdoor spaces. 
Interior furniture, ixtures and equipment (FF&E) have 
experienced a re-design as well, with many brands 
producing lines of smaller appliances, such as 20” ovens, 
24” refrigerators and micro-toilets; convertible modular 
furniture pieces such as murphy beds, sofa beds and 
concealed storage; and furniture with reduced depth and 
lengths.  
Co-housing and Communal Living 
Co-housing is a housing model that became popular in 
Denmark in the late 1960s, as part of the communes and 
back-to-the-land movement of the era. This rekindling of 
the pursuit of a more utopian society focused on creating 
intentional communities, through cohousing. Co-housing 
is self-built community-led housing. To create a cohousing 
development, community members or future neighbours 
design and plan a shared development tailored to their 
collective needs. To inance the project, they use their own 
funds or borrow outside funding. 
Co-housing typically includes multi-family homes clustered 
around communal spaces. Under this model, residents 
may usually own their respective units (or in some cases 
rent) and share common facilities. Most co-housing will 
feature common facilities such as a kitchen, kitchen 
garden, laundry, car sharing, children’s areas, workshops, 
and guestrooms. Eating is a focus of communal living, 
with shared responsibility for food production and meals. 
Co-housing communities typically utilize non-hierarchical 
structures and consensus-based decision-making processes 
and approach management of the development from a 
collective perspective, dividing tasks and activities amongst 
all residents.  
Co-living and co-housing are terms often used 
interchangeably, however there are signiicant diferences. 
While both models promote communal living and social 
connection, co-living projects are often created by private 
developers with the goal of meeting the needs of a 
target demographic. Additionally, co-living developments 
increasingly include co-working spaces (hot desks, meeting 
rooms, conference rooms, and collaboration spaces) that 
are available for rent and a host of other 
amenities such as theatres and spas as 
well as cleaning and maintenance covered 
under a rental fee. In co-living spaces, 
residents tend often younger, primarily 
unattached or without families.  
Wohnprojekt Wien project, located 
in Vienna, Austria, creates a way of 
living in the city based on the values 
of sustainability, collaboration and 
open mindedness. 67 adults and 25 
children came together to participate in 
determining their future homes, engaging 
in workshops to determine community 
spaces and contribute to the master 
planning. In addition to community 
amenities such as the community 
kitchen, children’s playroom, meditation 
rooms, rooftop gardens, the project 
also considered residents’ social and 
environmental responsibility and included 
vehicle sharing (cars and cargo bikes), 
CSA membership, subsidized apartments 
for people in need, cultural activities, and 
a corner store as another point of social 
interaction for the community. 
Naruse Inokuma Architects’ “share 
house” concept, in Nagoya, Japan, is 
an increasingly popular way of living. 
This new building type is based on the 
principles of communal living and the 
need for housing where individuals who 
are not related will share space. Situated 
within a large house, residents share 
kitchens, living spaces and bathrooms.  
Communal spaces within the LT Josai Shared Housing Project / Image Source: Masao Nishikawa Photography 
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Co-live and Co-work 
In cities with rapidly increasing housing costs and a growing 
demographic of young people investing in more experiential 
lifestyles, co-living is quickly becoming a trendy new way of 
renting. Property management company OpenDoor deines 
co-living as “a modern form of housing where residents 
share living space and a set of interests, values, and/or 
intentions. It’s a new take on an old idea, imagined by a 
millennial generation that values things like openness and 
collaboration, social networking, and the sharing economy.”  
Co-living and co-working projects are a partnership of 
management and real estate interests. With the success 
of shared work spaces, co-living arose as a conceptual and 
branded living approach. The lines between work life and 
social life blurred as work places also became a social hub; 
hosting private and communal gatherings, events, and 
lectures. Recently, co-working companies such WeWork have 
broken into the market in an unorthodox way by launching 
WeLive in New York and Washington D.C.
 
To date, co-living occurs in more urban contexts- generally 
high-density developments with a demographic of 
predominantly young professionals rather than families 
or seniors. Co-live spaces are a merging of student 
accommodation and a boutique hotel, with private rooms 
linked by shared kitchens, dining and living spaces, in 
addition to a wide range of amenities like gyms, work spaces, 
spas and laundry services. For a monthly fee, residents 
receive a private furnished room (or a suite for couples), 
access to well designed and stocked communal facilities, and 
a built-in social life through the building community.  
The Collective, a British co-living property startup, espouses 
co-living as “a way of living in cities that is focused on 
community and convenience. Live as part of a community, 
sharing wonderfully designed spaces and inspiring events, 
with the comfort of being able to retreat to your own 
fully furnished private apartment at the end of the day. 
Everything you need to make the most of city life is included 
in the bill: rent, concierge, superfast internet, all utilities 
and taxes, room cleaning, exciting daily events and gym 
membership - “So you can do the living and leave the rest to 
us.” The Collective claims to ofer the world’s largest co-living 
development with 550 bedrooms in its Old Oak Commons 
building and intend to double the size of its portfolio with 
plans to expand into the US and Germany.  
Co-living management and development companies, like 
Open Door, often operate at an international level, enabling 
members to live and relocate across the globe whether due 
The Collective Old Oak co-living building in London, UK / Image Source: thespaces.com
to work or play. Whereas New York-based company The 
Common provides locations throughout the United States, 
members of Roam can move between its luxurious co-living 
housing complexes in places like Bali, London and Tokyo.  
Given the popularity of this housing trend, The Telegraph 
UK went so far as to state that co-living is the future of 
renting for the millennial generation. Vivahouse, branded as 
the "urban house of the future" is a project that combines 
prefabricated modular housing and vacant commercial 
properties to turn them into co-living developments by 
repurposing unused commercial units, including vacant 
hospitality and oice spaces, to help alleviate the need for 
afordable housing in the megacity. Currently introduced 
as a pop-up prototype, the company hopes to replicate 
the project across London. With a target demographic of 
young freelancers and the self-employed, each Vivahouse 
location will have a diferent minimum duration of stay. 
Rent will difer based on location but will start from £600 
per month in central areas for a longer term stay and from 
£50 per night for a short stay, which the developer states 
is 50 per cent less expensive than the next best alternative. 
Like other co-living companies, the price of the units is 
inclusive of all furnishings, bills, taxes, amenities, and 
cleaning with communal areas for living, dining, working 
and gaming. Vivahouse’s goal is to “enable true housing as 
a service in major urban cities [and create] a solution to the 
UK's low availability of land and shortfall of housing, at a 
quick turnaround build time with a rapidly scalable model. 
Vivahouses are for millennials who currently spend two 
thirds of their income on rent, to give them a space they'll be 
proud to call home.” (Morris, 2018, para.11) 
Intergenerational Living 
One of the key demographic groups relocating to the cities 
and downsizing are seniors, as the proximity to services 
like hospitals, health practitioners, cultural and community 
venues are desired and often needed.  While there are 
many options for seniors housing, some which ofer a 
co-living experience with added nursing support, there 
are also new models available to this demographic group.  
Intergenerational housing projects such as the Residential 
and Care Centre Humanitas, in Deventer, Netherlands, pairs 
elderly individuals with students who contribute activity 
hours in exchange for rent - free living. Activities can include 
watching sports together, meal preparation, celebrating 
birthdays, ofering companionship during illness, emailing, 
and social media tutoring. Since the inception of this unique 
project, several similar care facilities have begun to emerge 
in the Netherlands due to its success.  
Similar examples exist in the United States, such as the 
Judson Manor, where Cleveland Institute of Music students 
participate in provide solo recitals every few months, 
weekend concerts, impromptu concerts and art therapy 
classes in exchange for rent-free living; and in Lyon, France, 
where ESDES inter-générations project places student to aid 
the elderly in their daily activities in their home in exchange 
for room and board.  
More locally, Symbiosis is a housing program that was 
initiated by McMaster Postdoctoral Fellows (Soumeya Abed 
and Savitri Jetoo) in 2017 that matches students with seniors 
near McMaster University in Hamilton, Ontario. It connects 
students in need of low-cost housing with seniors who have 
a spare room and could beneit from extra support and 
companionship. The goal of the project is to enhance the 
emotional and inancial well-being of students by helping 
them ind afordable accommodation and integrate more 
smoothly into the McMaster community through this 
partnership with established community members (seniors) 
while enhancing the feeling of well-being of seniors of 
through social interactions with students, enabling them 
to share their life experiences, feel that they are making a 
diference in someone’s life and hence, re-engage with their 
community. 
The Symbiosis Program has been recognized by the City of 
Hamilton (Age Friendly Hamilton) as one of Hamilton’s top 3 
housing achievements in 2017 (McMaster, n.d.) 
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Residential and Care Centre 
Humanitas, in Deventer, 
Netherlands, pairs elderly 
individuals with students who 
contribute activity hours in 
exchange for rent - free living. 
Toolkit 2: Alternative Construction and Design 
Housing construction must consider innovations that address the development of 
housing communities that are highly adaptive, resilient and responsive, as well as 
sustainable. Given that construction is an energy and resource intensive process, 
where buildings account for 39% of the United States’ energy consumption and 
39% of its carbon dioxide emissions (Smith, 2010), the design of the home must 
consider the life-cycle of the building. However, for truly holistically sustainable 
systems, the evolving needs of residents over a lifetime must also be considered.  
Sustainable Design 
Sustainability is deined as “meeting the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (Smith, 
2010, p.218). This deinition makes it clear that sustainability does not only 
include environmental impacts, but also social and cultural impacts as well (Smith, 
2010). Prefabricated construction addresses this multi-faceted understanding 
BedZED mixed-use community / Image source: bioregional.com
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of sustainability - it is economically favourable given the 
cheaper construction process; produces less material waste; 
and can result in a higher quality of construction. For these 
reasons, ‘prefab’ construction can be a more eicient and 
sustainable option and is therefore, growing in popularity 
both locally and globally.   
 In How Buildings Learn, Stewart Brand (1995) argues 
that architecture needs to be designed in layers that are 
durable enough to allow for change. Brand relies on “six 
S’s”, borrowed from Francis Duf’s studies on building 
performance evaluation, to propose and outline these layers 
of construction:   
• Site - Encompasses all parts of the development. 
•  Structure - The building’s foundation and load-bearing 
elements. These last as long as the building does, 
approximately 50 years.  
•  Skin - The roof and wall enclosures. These will play a 
signiicant role with the end of cheap fossil fuels for 
heating and due to increased technological innovations 
in enclosure systems. These last for approximately 15-20 
years.  
•  Services - Include the HVAC and circulation systems. 
These require updated approximately every seven to 15 
years.  
•  Space - Includes the interior partitions, doors, ceilings 
and inishes. These are all very changeable and can be 
changed by every new tenant or resident. On average, 
these are changed at three-year intervals.  
•  Stuf - Includes wallpaper, paint and furniture. These can 
be changed at an extremely rapid pace and with nearly 
every new inhabitant in the space.  (Smith, 2010, p.220) 
Brand’s emphasis on the concept of layers highlights 
an opportunity for increased adaptive and lexible 
environments - spaces that are designed for the immediate 
use but that are designed with temporality in mind. As 
a building’s residents change over time, portions of the 
buildings could easily and sustainably adapt to the needs of 
the new resident. Technological infrastructure can also play 
a role in supporting this change by providing informational 
and systemic network that can monitor and adjust a 
building’s performance as well as provide building eiciency 
and performance metrics.  
A popular method of measuring sustainability in 
development is through the Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) standards. LEED standards 
measure the sustainability impacts for projects ranging 
in size from individual buildings to entire parts of cities 
and have become one of the benchmarks for sustainable 
buildings in North America. LEED divides sustainability 
into nine categories: sustainable sites, water eiciency, 
energy and atmosphere, materials and resources, indoor 
environmental quality, locations and linkages, awareness 
and education, innovation and design, and regional priority 
(U.S Green Building Council, n.d). Projects can achieve one 
of four levels of LEED certiication, from the lowest level of 
certiication to the highest: LEED Certiied, LEED Silver, LEED 
Gold, and LEED Platinum.  
The BedZed Community, built in 2002 in South London, 
UK, is one of the most notable examples of a net-zero 
community. The community is comprised of 100 homes and 
includes oice space, a college, and community facilities. 
Residents of the community consume approximately 
50% less water than the London-area average, and the 
community produces 37% less carbon dioxide emissions 
from gas and electricity use than developments of similar 
sizes and locations. The developers also placed an emphasis 
on sourcing construction materials locally with over half of 
the materials used in the project originating within 56km of 
the site. The development embraces passive-sustainability 
principles, using as little electricity from the grid as is 
possible to heat, cool and light their buildings. In order to 
ofset power usage, BedZed relies heavily on solar heating, 
efective insulation, and natural ventilation in the form of 
wind cowls on the roof. Additionally, from an educational 
and informational perspective, BedZed makes it easy for 
residents to track their sustainability metrics using meters 
installed in each home (Chance, 2009).
60 Richmond Street East, located in Toronto, equally 
embraces sustainability by creating and an embedded 
ecosystem within the building and a sense of “urban 
permaculture”. The building achieves LEED Gold Certiication 
through its use of green roofs that help insulate the building 
and reduce the urban heat island efect in its surroundings. 
Unlike many new developments in downtown core, the 
building does not rely heavily on exterior glazing and allows 
for an appropriate amount of light, ventilation and heat 
to penetrate the building. Integrated mechanical systems 
transfers warm energy from the sun-lit southern side of the 
building to the generally colder north side of the building; 
the hollowed-out core allows for passive ventilation; and a 
rooftop cistern collects stormwater for 
use in the rooftop garden. Produce from 
the garden is intended for use in the 
residents’ industrial kitchen on the main 
loor, and compost from the kitchen is 
used as fertilizer in the rooftop garden 
(Canadian Architect, 2014).  
Pre-fabrication 
Housing, while being generally a 
lower-margin, multiple system design 
and fabrication exercise, where the 
integration of various design system 
needs could beneit the overall economy 
of construction does this integration 
relatively poorly as evidenced by the 
wastage on building construction sites 
and the process itself. Framing teams 
build a framed wood structure, and then 
mechanical and electrical contractors 
cut and alter to it their systems into 
it sometimes making a mess; and 
compromising the structure itself. The 
materials are inexpensive, and the 
inished product relies on “covering 
– up” all of this “rough” construction. 
It is here that we need to focus on an 
approach to integration that provides 
a more complementary and thought - 
out integration of the various building 
systems of a dwelling.  
Prefabrication attempts to solve the on-
site problems of construction in advance, 
to lessen construction time, provide 
a higher quality of workpersonship, 
and to eliminate and control material 
waste, which increases environmental 
responsibility. Since prefabrication 
involves prototyping as a process, there 
is also the added beneits of exploring 
innovative new materials, and techniques 
of construction at a smaller more 
manageable prototyping and testing 
scale. There is also the beneit of a shop-
controlled environment for portions of 
fabrication, which in Canada, with a harsh 
winter climate, improves quality and 
eiciency. 
Murray Grove Apartments / Image Source: Cartwright Pickard Architects
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Marta Serrats outlines in Prefab Houses, “the fact that the 
panels can be built earlier allows for the use of energy - 
eicient products, which provide greater insulation from the 
interior and a higher quality, without them being exposed to 
inclement weather during construction.” (Serrats,2006, 9) 
The recent escalation of housing prices and construction 
costs have made prefabrication a viable method of reducing 
construction costs, and prefab building makes housing more 
accessible for many as it provides a lowered inal cost. 
As outlined by Smith (2010), some of the principles and 
eiciencies of prefabrication are outlined as; the ability 
to make use of technology applications, and building 
information modeling, improved eiciency through good 
integration of processes, materials, and workers, better 
use of of-site fabrication processes for pre-assembly, 
and modular prototyping, and pretesting of construction 
approaches, and inally more efective tracking of innovation 
measures and performance. (Smith, 2010) 
What this implies for housing and housing typologies is a 
more systemized approach to building design is taking place. 
Microflat infill prototype dwelling / Image Source: contemporist.com
Such projects like the Murray Grove Apartments in London 
(Cartwright Pickard Architects, 2001, London, England), or 
the Microlat Inill project also in London, by (Piercy Conner 
Architects, “Microlat”, prototype dwelling, 2002, London, 
England) which demonstrate the true advantages of of-site 
prefabrication, shortening on-site timelines, and providing 
a higher standard of shop manufactured design, that is very 
expensive to achieve on-site.  
Another beneit is support for local industry, as there are 
many such shops throughout Ontario with the technology 
and manufacturing capabilities to provide another level of 
eicient prefabrication for city-buildings. Such businesses 
as Canada Builds in Lindsay, are versions of some of the 
European prefabrication expertise that exists throughout 
Europe like Edward Kaufmann at KFN systems in Austria, or 
in projects like BIG Architects Dortheavei Residence, or the 
Gronnevikson Student Apartments by 3RW in Norway. 
Another key aspect of sustainable prefabrication is long 
term reduced operating costs using new materials like digital 
wood skeletons, carbon ibre, 3D printed clay constructions, 
and other sustainable material technologies. Couple with 
this assistive and monitoring technology for reduced 
maintenance costs, the notion of net zero building, smart 
rooms and connected appliances to augment technologically 
supported sustainable practices. 
Open Building 
Open Building is an approach to design that places the user 
at the centre of the design process and considers the need 
for change and adaptability over the course of life-time; 
social and technological change and user/participatory input. 
“Buildings are built and maintained through the concerted 
eforts of many parties operating at many levels. It therefore 
makes sense to structure the interfaces of parts and of 
decision makers in ways that improve the responsiveness 
to end users, while at the same time increasing eiciency, 
sustainability, and capacity for change, and dramatically 
extending the useful lives of residential buildings” (Kendall & 
Teicher, 1999, p. 4) 
Individual dwelling units are only one part of a community, 
and emphasis must be given to the residents needs for 
other facilities, and the fact that these needs may change 
over the life of the building, while some of the retail, and 
recreational uses located in the community or building ay be 
market driven, many may be a response to the end – user, in 
an efort to customize a community.  
This is also a move towards increased customization for 
not only the dweller, but the community social needs itself. 
Some of the most innovative housing has tackled these 
social needs as community - based, providing playrooms, 
daycares and other social gathering facilities, to support 
the smaller private unit spaces. Community needs can be 
tailored through lexible common spaces, daycares, public 
education facilities for children, childcare and play rooms, 
educational workshop venues for seniors, integrated work 
hubs within buildings. Recent condominium projects have 
expanded the roster of amenities, providing more extensive 
social spaces, like 20-person movie rooms, expanded 
physical itness facilities with staf and trainers, in-house 
bars and party rooms, communal barbeque areas, and in-
house business centres and work hubs like the TIFF lightbox 
apartments. 
Another innovation with respect to some of these services 
is to outsource them as stand-alone services and to provide 
St. Lawrence Neighbourhood, 1979 / Image source: woodsworthcoop.ca
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them to a larger community beyond the building itself. 
Daycares, itness centres, bars, café and restaurants are 
located on lower levels, or more semi-public areas to service 
the community service at large. As private car parking needs 
decrease, lower basement levels can also be repurposed for 
communal facilities. 
Adaptive and Flexible Design  
Adaptive and lexible design refers to design that can be 
easily changed to meet residents’ needs. We explore this 
concept on two scales: the total amount of space required 
by the residential unit, and the allocation of space within the 
individual residential unit. 
There are several notable examples of architecture that 
is designed to adapt to a user’s needs over an expanded 
timeline through the ability to increase or decrease unit 
size as a family unit grows or shrinks. One of the most 
well-known of these examples, Walden 7 by Ricardo Boill, 
has been a successful model of this type of design since 
the 1970s. The design of Walden 7 is comprised of 28 
square meter cells that can be combined to create units. 
At the time of the building’s construction, the smallest unit 
in the building was a one cell studio while the largest was 
four cells with multiple bedrooms. The motivation behind 
Boill’s design was that the building would be “permanently 
uninished”, changing in design as the families that inhabited 
grew or shrunk, exchanging cells and space with each 
other (Puigjaner & López, 2015). The geometrical design of 
the building allowed for easy exchange of cells that could 
either be spread across a singular loor or multiple loors. 
It is rumored that the largest unit currently in the building 
Image source: dezeen.com
The Moriyama House 
in Tokyo is home to ten diferent volumes that 
are designed to service diferent purposes 
as determined by the 
property owner.
is comprised of an expansive eight units on the building’s upper loors (King, 
2016). Another notable example of lexible and adaptive design is Moriyama 
House by Ryue Nishizawa located in Tokyo, Japan. The property is home to ten 
diferent volumes that are designed to service diferent purposes as determined 
by the property’s owner - some function as living spaces, while others are used as 
working studios or are rented out to tenants.
Toolkit 3: Re-Imagined Communities  
As notions of the single-family dwelling begin to change as a result of changing 
demographics, new forms of community will need to be actively created. 
Community challenges such as social isolation in young adults and seniors, 
inancial precarity and access to social support (e.g. child care, transportation, etc) 
for young families, and health disparities in equity-seeking groups (e.g. children, 
youth, seniors, newcomers and visible minorities) due to inequitable social 
and environmental conditions require active consideration to ensure Toronto 
maintains a vibrant and socio-economically diverse society.  
Alternative Intensiication Strategies  
As Canadian cities continue to grow, city planners in urban centres will continue 
to battle for increased density. Although dense towers and mega housing projects 
may seem necessary, they can lead to an increase in isolation and challenge 
traditional notions of community. Since the 1980’s, Toronto’s urban plan has been 
dictated by a nodal strategy - with dense urban areas downtown along major 
transport corridors, and in North York, and at the Scarborough Town Centre, but 
with little across the board densiication. In recent years, under the guidance of 
the provincial Growth Plan, 40% of new development is being directed to already 
urbanized areas, and additional nodal points have been created across the city - 
such as at Yonge Street and Eglinton Avenue. These areas of intense densiication 
severely juxtapose the traditional neighbourhood form that is often found in 
Toronto, often directly next to each other in these urban growth centres. 
In recent years, there has been a call among urban planners and some urban 
Sprawl Missing Middle Tall
The Missing Middle housing types in Toronto / Image source: Haines & Aird, 2018 from "Finding the Missing Middle in the GTHA" Report
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residents to build more housing that addresses the “Missing 
Middle” (see section 1.5).  These types of housing achieve 
“medium-density yields and provide high-quality, marketable 
options between the scales of single-single-family homes 
and mid-rise lats for walkable urban living” (Parolek, n.d., 
p. 2). Housing in the ‘Missing Middle’ is characterized by 
walkable neighbourhoods; medium density, but lower 
perceived density; small footprints; smaller, well-designed 
units; simple construction; and an urban plan that is not 
driven by of-street parking.  
The City of Toronto’s Mid-Rise Guidelines deine building 
typologies in low, mid and high-rise buildings, with low-rise 
building being up to four storeys in height, mid-rise building 
having between ive and eleven storeys, and high-rise 
buildings being over 12 storeys. These guidelines outline a 
variety of housing types that serve to gently increase density, 
and that are found in the Missing Middle: townhouses and 
row-houses, back-to-back townhouses, stacked townhouses, 
apartment buildings, semi-detached or duplex residences, 
detached dwellings, secondary suites and laneway suites. 
In Toronto, Evergreen (2018) has suggested the missing 
middle as an opportunity to provide more family-sized units, 
as currently, most four-bedroom units in the city are found 
in single family detached homes. Evergreen’s report outlines 
several reasons why Toronto should focus on increased 
development in the missing middle typologies of housing: to 
increase the range of housing options, to increase the range 
of suitable housing for families, to increase the number of 
rental units available, and to remove existing cost-associated 
barriers to home ownership. 
In recent years smaller planning strategies of urban inill, 
such as those outlined in the city’s Mid-Rise Guidelines, 
have been considered to provide urban intensiication. The 
associated legislation has aided in increasing density without 
the expensive new building and infrastructure costs or the 
loss of community scale. That said, most proposed new 
development in Toronto still prefers the mid-rise to high-
rise tower models, likely due to the inability to gather more 
than small pieces of property at a time for development. 
Another factor holding back the increase in gentle density 
in the city is Toronto’s Zoning By-laws. Most of the city falls 
within what Toronto urban planner Gil Meslin calls “The 
Yellowbelt”. These areas are considered “Neighbourhoods” 
under the city’s Oicial Plan, and are, in some ways, 
immune to the gentle density that would support a gentle 
increase in density. The Oicial Plan works to protect the 
physically stable areas of Neighbourhoods by requiring 
that any new development “respect and reinforce existing 
physical character of buildings, streetscapes and open space 
patterns in these areas” (City of Toronto, 2002, 2.23). As this 
neighbourhood housing type is primarily semi or detached 
residential, it is di cult to gain planning approval for other 
housing typologies that could introduce density.  
Despite these issues, laneway housing is one housing 
typology in Toronto that has been approved to provide 
The Laneway House in Toronto / Image source: Evergreen Canada
small-scale inill development in stable neighbourhoods. 
Laneway suites ofer a solution to provide gentle density to 
established neighbourhoods through the construction of 
separate dwelling units that are accessed by a rear laneway. 
In Toronto, these new dwelling units would not be able to 
be severable from the main property and are intended for 
rental or family use. Along with providing new opportunities 
for housing in established areas of the city, they can provide 
opportunities for aging-in place for senior residents.  
Diverse Economic, Demographic and Multicultural 
Communities  
Despite recent backlash against immigration in North 
America and Europe, Canadians generally remain open to 
immigration and supportive of multiculturalism and diversity 
(Momani and Stirk, 2017). In an extensive study funded by 
the Centre for International Governance and Innovation 
and the Pierre Elliot Trudeau Foundation the Diversity 
Dividend: Canada’s Global Advantage, it was revealed 
that increased ethnocultural diversity in the workplace 
correlated with positive productivity growth and increased 
revenue. “Diversity needs diversity. Diverse people want 
to live in diverse cities with culture, arts and sports that 
relect such dynamic backgrounds, but also serve to unify 
through shared experiences.” (Momani and Stirk, 2017, p.9) 
However, ‘diversity’ has become a complex concept where 
the nature of contemporary diversity is characterized by 
“newer, smaller, transient, more socially stratiied, less 
organized, and more legally diferentiated immigrant groups 
comprise global migration lows” (Vertovec, 2010, p.7). As 
we re-consider the composition of contemporary urban 
centres using a multi-dimensional deinition of diversity that 
includes income, race/ethnicity, age and family type (Talen, 
2007) as well as mobility/accessibility, we must reconsider 
housing typologies, dwelling standards, community 
amenities and ownership models, that relect and support 
the new communities that have and will develop as a result. 
The mixed-used housing developed in the St. Lawrence 
Neighbourhood during the 1970s showed a remarkable 
departure from traditional approaches to planning and 
remains today a successful example of inclusion. Despite 
the variety of ownership models present in the housing 
development, a uniied aesthetic and equitable access 
to public infrastructure and shared space (schools, a 
library, community centre, shops, health services, market, 
restaurants, proximate transit) render it a successful 
example of inclusion and accessibility from a housing and 
urban design perspective, even today. The development of 
mixed-use housing is the most basic approach to creating 
social diversity within a neighbourhood. Although a well-
established planning strategy with its foundations in 19th 
century social reform, a mixed-use approach continues to 
be a successful method of resisting social segregation by 
providing for social and economic diversity (Talen, 2007).  
Sociologists studying social diversity have agreed that 
TIFF Lightbox building / Image source: bioregional.com
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providing for a variety of mixed-use housing, both in terms 
of unit type and ownership model, care intrinsic to creating 
mixed-income and demographically diverse communities 
(Talen, 2007). Mixed-use housing alone cannot create or 
sustain a diverse and desirable neighbourhood. Proximate 
access to community resources and support services, 
such as child care, local health care, local schools, and 
neighbourhood stores, are needed to create “opportunity-
housing” (Powell, 2003) and can serve as collective spaces 
that can connect individuals across socioeconomic lines. 
Mixed-use Hybrids 
In addition to the primary function of housing, buildings 
can provide for a vast range of community needs through 
lexible common spaces, daycares, public education 
facilities for children, childcare and play rooms, educational 
workshop venues for seniors, and integrated work hubs 
speciic to the needs of individual communities. Not only do 
these elements enhance the sense of community and help 
provide for everyday needs but can contribute to level of 
afordability of housing stock if planned properly and have 
policy in place to ensure the ongoing afordability of housing 
in these developments.  
Image source: canadianarchitect.com
The Richmond Hill 
HUB combines mixed family and seniors' 
housing with a youth 
shelter and drop-in 
centre.
Markus Moos in his study “Planning for Mixed Use: 
Afordable for Whom?” (2018) describes the positive and 
negative efects on afordability of mixed-use housing 
developments driven by their advantageous proximity 
and access to amenities (Moos, 2018). Afordability can be 
afected if there are changes to the cost of housing, such 
as prices or rents, or changes in income. Mixed-use zoning 
can inluence afordability in two ways. Firstly, a greater mix 
of uses has the potential to reduce the cost of housing if it 
increases the housing supply and/or the diversity of housing 
types (Moos, 2018) so in theory, Mixed-use zoning would 
increase the supply of smaller units at a lower cost if there 
are higher density housing developments. Conversely, highly 
accessible units are often more expensive and command 
higher prices if they are developed in proximity to transit 
(Aurand, 2010; Song & Knaap, 2004). Thus, increases in 
housing supply in central locations where land values 
are high may lead to housing cost increases rather than 
providing more afordable housing (Koster & Rouwendal, 
2012). 
Moos suggests that the net efect of the two opposing 
impacts on afordability depends on speciic circumstances 
such as the target market of new developments, the role of 
the government in mandating and/or building afordable 
housing, and whether there are changes in income 
(Moos, 2018). Currently, much of the new housing developed in mixed-use zones 
is often targeted to those who can aford to purchase housing in amenity-rich 
downtown areas (Moos, 2018). Regarding afordability, it is imperative that the new 
developments ensure the resources and amenities combined with housing in mixed-
use developments support the needs and values of the residents over the long term. 
The Richmond Hill Hub project completed in 2016 exempliies the goal of achieving 
and maintaining an afordable mixed-use housing development while being near 
numerous neighbourhood amenities.  Richmond Hill Hub strives to ensure that the 
commercial oices, services and building amenities remain tailored to the needs of 
the residents, and that their housing options remain afordable. (York Region, 2018) 
Innovative Partnerships 
Partnerships and collaborations between private sector and non-proit organizations 
for housing developments have the potential to provide great beneits for both 
parties involved in the development and long-term operation of housing projects, 
while consciously increasing the availability of afordable housing stock.  In 
Evergreen’s report “Scaling Up Joint Ventures between Social Housing Provider and 
Private Sector Builders” (2017), Welch identiies three key beneits to collaborative 
partnership stakeholders that may not be otherwise available to projects developed 
by individual organizations:  access to otherwise inaccessible land and other 
resources (ie: deferred development charges and municipal fees); reduced risk; and 
access to new markets. Collaborations can be successful when the strengths of the 
partners involved at various stages of the housing life cycle follow through from the 
design and construction stage and to ongoing management and operation. Although 
the foundation of these partnerships is based on the potential beneits available to 
each party, of utmost importance are the attributes of fairness, trustworthiness, and 
transparency by all stakeholders including regional 
and municipal governing bodies. These governing 
bodies have an active role in fostering innovative 
partnerships that may be unprecedented in local 
contexts and providing a variety of facilitation 
ranging from open-minded approaches to zoning 
variances and expediting approvals processes to 
reducing development and application associated 
fees related to potentially new, unprecedented 
modes of housing development. It is imperative 
that these eforts are made with respect to 
increasing the afordable housing stock in the city.
Although public-private partnerships are not 
new, recent collaborations are delving deeper 
into capitalizing on stakeholder engagement and 
thus both stakeholders and governing bodies are 
beginning to see these innovative partnerships for 
communities at-large. 
Housing and Transportation Partnership:  
Mimico GO Transit Station Development, Toronto - This 
recently approved project by the Ontario government is 
being dubbed a "brand new kind of partnership," whereby 
private developer (Vandyk Group of Companies) will 
refurbish and add new features to an existing transit station 
in exchange for receiving the air rights above the property 
to build a mixed-use development above the station while 
being open to local community needs. (Reason, 2018) 
In an article by Cynthia Reason for Toronto.com (2018), 
Jasmin Dooh of LAMP described the project as “an excellent 
opportunity for all levels of government, Metrolinx, the 
private sector and local residents' groups to work together 
in the spirit of collaboration to improve transit and meet 
current afordable housing needs.” (Reason 2018, p. 1)       
Housing and Education Partnership: 
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RATP bus centre / Image source: ECDM Architects
North Toronto Collegiate Institute, Toronto – “The vision 
for the North Toronto Collegiate Institute Redevelopment 
was to create a sustainable, state of the art replacement 
school and integrated Residential Development. The 
project, made possible through a unique and innovative 
partnership between the Toronto District School Board 
and Tridel, obtained school construction funding leveraged 
from the residential development. Innovative green loan 
inancing based on utility payback and life cycle costing was 
used to enable premiums associated with LEED and energy 
reduction targets. The NTCI Redevelopment is a role model 
for similar integrated public/private developments, in the 
leveraging of institutional funding through development. 
The extensive community participation in the design of both 
the school and residential buildings has set a precedent for 
similar integrated developments in the City.” (OAA, n.d.) 
Design/Build, Finance and Operation/Maintenance 
Partnership: 
Bayside Non-Proit Housing, Toronto - Bayside Non-Proit 
Housing is corporation that was created by the City of 
Toronto to own 80 units of afordable housing in private 
developer Hines/Tridel’s Aquavista development. Hines 
and Tridel designed the units and will be constructing the 
building (which are part of a larger market rate residential 
development). The 80 units will be leased and operated by 
Toronto Artscape Inc. for a 50 year period. Artscape was 
chosen by the City through a competitive RFP process in 
2014. Funding was provided through a variety of means 
including ‘Investment in Afordable Housing’ via Canadian 
Mortgage and Housing Corporation and other capital funds 
from the City of Toronto. (Welch, 2017)  
Participatory Design 
The concept of ‘Design Participation’, whereby users become 
active participants in the design process, began to gain 
traction at an international conference entitled ‘Design 
Participation’ in 1971 (Lee, 2008). Ideas emerging from 
the conference were focused on approaching design from 
a community perspective where design solutions were 
developed by a larger group of collaborators including 
stakeholders, designers, and end users. This new way to 
design proved to be an ideal model for housing development 
where communities could have the opportunity to directly 
identify, inluence and implement design strategies that 
meet their speciic housing and community needs. Today, 
the active participation of end user or potential resident 
in the design process, directly or via advocacy groups, is 
common place and integral to addressing the wants and 
needs of residents. However, Lee (2008) posits that over 
the course of several decades of participatory design 
in practice, the concept of ‘tokenism’ has risen sharply 
whereby stakeholders and end users are often not part of 
the process in an equitable manner. Most of the decision-
making power has shifted away from end users back to 
professionals, treating end user input and contributions as 
a ‘form of tokenistic community involvement” (Lee, 2008, 
p.32). One way of addressing this decline of end user input 
is to add strength, focus and relevancy to end user needs by 
developing a common language amongst stakeholders. This 
proves to be very di cult at the end user level, however.
Thus, in Darinka Czizchke’s article “Collaborative housing 
and housing providers: towards an analytical framework of 
multi-stakeholder collaboration in housing co-production, 
International Journal of Housing Policy” (2018) she suggests 
that the relationships between end users (ie: residents), 
institutional actors, and established housing providers 
(public, non-proit, co-operatives) as a collaborative nit with 
congruent beliefs can result in a higher degree of end user 
Village Vertical co-op / Image source: village-vertical.com
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involvement whether it be in research, design, implementation and management 
of housing projects. Based on the study, it was determined that when partnered 
with established housing providers, the community end users gained valuable 
access to key resources, historical data, knowledge and professional expertise, 
that was unavailable to them at the community level (Czischke, 2018). While 
empowering and equipping the end user, we must also highlight the need to 
ensure that stakeholders from relevant professional backgrounds are involved 
in the design and development process and are trained to “engage efectively 
and constructively with the diferent types of knowledge and competencies of 
residents” (Beau and Bacque, 2010, P71). Czischke has identiied that in many 
European countries the strength of this more efective model of user driven 
collaboration has resulted in a (re)emergence of collaborative housing, housing 
co-operatives, and other forms of collective self-organized housing.  
Toolkit 4: New Notions of Afordability 
A most necessary lens by which to understand housing afordability is through 
that of alternative structures of and pathways to home ownership. The traditional 
and dominant model of home ownership revolves around the idea of the home 
as a personal asset. As a result, the path to home ownerships is one that is 
determined on the basis of an individual’s inancial ability to put together a sizable 
down-payment and maintain consistent and often expensive mortgage payments. 
The most recent Housing Trends and Afordability report released by the Royal 
Bank of Canada (2018) revealed that on average, a household in Toronto would 
need to spend 75% of its household income to cover ownership costs. This level 
of housing unafordability is echoed in major cities across the world. It within this 
global context of unafordability that we see a re-emergence of alternative models 
of home ownership, albeit at a relatively small scale. These alternative models are 
largely based on principles of “housing as commons” and include co-operatives, 
community land trusts and shared ownership approaches to housing. While 
many of these models are not necessarily new, the means by which they can be 
updated and rendered relevant and useful in today’s inancial and social climate 
can be.  
Non-proit Housing Co-operative 
According to the Co-operative Housing Federation of Toronto (n.d.), there are 
17,000 co-op units across the City of Toronto and York Region. Most of these co-
ops were built between the 1960s and 1990s as a result of provincial and federal 
funding. Therefore, most are run as non-proit housing co-ops. In Toronto, there 
are two types of co-op units - market rent and rent geared-to-income (RGI), which 
is subsidized by the government with long waitlists (Park, 2014). With many of 
the operating agreements for federally-funded co-ops ending in the next few 
years, many co-op residents are at risk of losing the subsidies that drive housing 
afordability.  
In recent years, the development of new co-ops in Toronto has been far and 
few between. Notable examples include Local 75 (Hospitality Workers) Co-op 
at 60 Richmond Street East and Naismith Non-proit Housing Co-op at 10 York 
Street. Both examples demonstrate completely diferent 
approaches to developing co-op housing in the city. 60 
Richmond Street East is the result of a partnership between 
Toronto Community Housing, the Co-operative Housing 
Federation of Toronto and Local 75, a hospitality workers’ 
union. Built on surplus city land, the inancing for this 
project came mainly from Toronto Community Housing 
and government grants (Toronto Community Housing, 
2010). This project has been praised for its architectural 
design, sustainable innovations and amenities. On the 
other hand, the Naismith Non-proit Housing Co-op in the 
Ten York Street market condo development resulted from 
negotiations between the City and the developer Tridel 
under Section 37 of the Provincial Planning Act (Vincent, 
2012). In short, Section 37 is a community beneit agreement 
negotiated in exchange for the approval of developments 
that do not meet current zoning standards. It should be 
noted however, out of the 725 units in the condo, only 12 
are ofered as units to be managed by the Naismith Non-
proit Housing co-op (Vincent, 2012).  
Shared-equity Housing Co-operative 
In the United Kingdom, a new type of housing co-op exists 
called the Mutual Home Ownership Society (MHOS). This 
type of equity-based leaseholder scheme guarantees 
afordability in perpetuity for its members. This type 
of structure sits between ownership and rental, where 
members are assigned equity and acquire it through a 
monthly charge. The payments that leaseholder pay is set 
around 35% of net income. As members leave, existing 
members can buy more equity shares (Lawrence, 2015). 
According to the UK MHOS Network (n.d.), “the Society takes 
out a collective mortgage; each home is responsible for 
paying a share of it.” Additionally, the payments are based 
on household’s ability to pay. This means more aluent 
households can buy more equity shares than the value 
Low Impact Living Affordable Community (LILAC) in Leeds, UK / Image source: white-design.com
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of their home, making other homes in the scheme more 
afordable for households on lesser incomes (UK MHOS, 
n.d.).  
An example of this model is LILAC - Low Impact Living 
Afordable Community located in Leeds, UK. LILAC was 
developed by a group of ive Leeds residents that desired 
an alternative living arrangement. It took about seven years 
since the inception of the idea for this development to be 
fully realized. The result is a co-housing model centered 
around private homes and shared facilities. According to its 
website (LILAC, n.d.): “the site is based around the Danish co-
housing model: mixing people’s needs for their own space in 
private homes with shared facilities and encouraging social 
interaction. Our green spaces – allotments, pond, a shared 
garden and a children’s play area – are also important to 
community interaction. The common house is at the heart of 
the community, and includes communal cooking and eating 
facilities, laundry facilities, meeting space, play area, oice 
and guest rooms.” 
Community Land Trusts 
The Canadian Mortgage and Housing Corporation (2017) 
deines community land trusts (CLTs) as locally-based, 
private non-proit organizations that acquire and hold 
land for the beneit of a community. They do so with the 
Milky Way Garden owned by the Parkdale Neighbourhood Land Trust / Image Source: toronto.com
speciic purpose of making this land available perpetually 
for afordable housing, usually catering to low- and 
moderate-income residents. CLTs achieves housing 
afordability through the dual ownership approach, 
meaning CLTs retain ownership of the land and, through 
long-term leasehold interests, grant the right to third 
parties (e.g., low- to moderate- income households) to 
use that land (CMHC, 2005). In Toronto, CLTs have not 
been a widely used approach to afordable housing. One 
of the prominent examples in Toronto is the Parkdale 
Neighbourhood Land Trust (PNLT), which was established 
in 2010 with the goal of “protecting the social, cultural and 
economic diversity of Parkdale by redeining how land is 
used and developed.” In 2017, PNLT conducted an audit of 
rooming houses in the City and discovered 198 rooming 
houses with an estimated 2,715 dwelling rooms; only 112 
of these houses were known to and licensed by the City 
(Paradis, 2018). However, the Parkdale neighbourhood is 
experiencing a rapid loss of these rooming houses as a 
result of “upscaling,” which is the conversion or renovation 
of these properties for sale or for luxury rental due to 
market pressure (Paradis, 2018). To date, the PNLT has 
only acquired one piece of land being used as a community 
garden. However, it is looking to preserve rooming houses 
within the neighbourhood to protect the dwindling stock. 
So far, the CLT model has yet to gain traction in Toronto to 
make a dent in tackling housing afordability.  
In the west, the city of Vancouver has a Community Land 




The following section contains 15 local and international 
case studies  that are explored in more detail. These 
case studies represent projects that leveraged the 
various tools in the "toolkit." These projects include:
•  60 Richmond Street West, Toronto, Canada
•  St. Lawrence Neighbourhood, Toronto, Canada 
•  Dortheavej Residence, Cophenhagen, Denmark 
•  Beekmos Houten, Netherlands
• Wohnprojekt Wien, Vienna, Austria
•  Almere Poort Housing Project, Almere, Netherlands
• Walden 7, Sant Just Desvern, Spain 
•  Solid 11, Amsterdam, Netherlands
•  Silodam, Amsterdam, Netherlands
•  Villa Verde, Constitucion, Chile 
•  Home:Front, Hamilton, Canada 
•  Hydro Block, Toronto, Canada
• Artscape Triangle Lofts, Toronto, Canada
• Smart House, Toronto, Canada  
• Fraserview Housing Co-op, Vancouver, Canada
The complete list of case studies can be found in 
Appendix A of this report.
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JAspern co-housing by POS Architecture / Image Source: Marcus Kaiser Photography
local case study
location: Toronto, Ontario | architect: Teeple Architects






NEW NOTIONS OF 
AFFORDABILITY
Project Description: 60 Richmond Street East is an 11-storey 85-unit building that provides 
co-operative housing for workers in Toronto’s hospitality industry and their families. The 
building combines both market-value and subsidized units and is the product of partner-
ships across several organizations, including Toronto Community Housing, the Co-Opera-
tive Housing Federation of Toronto, and labour unions representing hospitality workers. 
The design of the building embraces the idea of “urban permaculture” and attempts to 











Two-bedroom units: 24 
Three-bedroom units: 24
Four-bedroom units: 4 
Notable Amenities








60 RICHMOND STREET EAST
Diagram of the project's sustainable features / Image Source: Teeple Architects
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Front view of 60 Richmond Street West / Image Source: Teeple Architects
This project represents Toronto's irst housing co-op in 
20 years
In 60 Richmond Street East’s co-op management model, 
all residents make decisions about how the building is run 
and managed, and there is no traditional landlord. Rent 
increases are agreed upon by all members of the building 
based on the actual cost of continuing building maintenance. 
This allows residents to establish themselves in one place 
without the fear of being displaced due to rent increases. 
The building was also built with energy and cost saving 
measures such as insulated cladding and a heat recovery 
system.  
This project embodies sustainable design principles 
based on the idea of "urban permaculture"
The most notable amenities in 60 Richmond are the ground-
loor shared industrial kitchen and restaurant, and the 
roof-top community garden that supplies fresh food for the 
kitchen. The garden is irrigated through stormwater, and 
waste from the kitchen is used as compost in the garden. On 
top of providing a functional service that meets residents’ 
needs, these spaces also serve a social function for the 
residents by catering to the lifestyle and passions of the 
residents. The ground loor kitchen and upstairs amenity 
room also service social purposes outside of the building’s 
community – they are used to host training sessions for 
other members of the hospitality community. 
local case study
location: Toronto, Ontario | architect: Irving Grossman, Klein & Sears, Jerome Markson, Matsui Baer Vanstone Freeman, JE Sievenpiper, Silaste & Nakashima, Thom Partnership
Project Description: The St. Lawrence Neighborhood is a mixed-income, master-planned 
community on 56 acres in downtown Toronto. Its 4,310 units house approximately 10,000 
residents. The neighbourhood was a response to a housing afordability crisis in Toronto 
and was a new model of public housing at the time. The neighbourhood is centered around 












9% condominium apartments 
30% non-proit co-ops and private 
non-proit rentals
27% public non-proit rentals 





Diverse economic, demographic 





View of Woodsworth Housing Co-op / Image Source: woodsworthcoop.ca 
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View of basketball court in David Crombie Park/ Image Source: miturf.com
A highly participatory process led to the success of the 
project
The process for the design and development of the St. 
Lawrence Neighborhood project embraced the involvement 
of community members alongside trained urban planners 
and architects and the decision-makers. This, alongside its 
emphasis on not being a socially homogenous development, 
has allowed for the neighborhood to thrive and remain 
relevant over time.  
This project represents a truly mixed-income and di-
verse neighbourhood
The success of the St. Lawrence Neighbourhood rests on its 
use of mixed-income housing and a variety of housing types. 
The neighbourhood brings together townhome ownership 
and traditional condo apartments with subsidized housing 
models such as public and private non-proit rentals, as well 
as co-op housing. The range of housing typologies available, 
at diferent price points, allows for a seamlessly integrated 
community of low and middle-income residents. 
international case study
location: Copenhagen, Denmark | architect: Bjarke Ingels Group
DORTHEAVEJ RESIDENCE
View of the pre-fabricated modular units / Image Source: Bjarke Ingels Group
Project Description: The Bjarke Ingels Group was commissioned by the non-proit orga-
nization Lejerbo to create afordable housing for low-income residents. The result was a 
ive-storey development built using pre-fabricated modules to create 66 new homes at a 
low cost. The design of the building was based on a strict afordable housing budget, with-








Residential GFA: 6,800 sqm 
66 units ranging: 60 - 115 sqm  
Notable Amenities
Large entrance plaza 
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Diagram of the social realm and pedestrian connectivity / Image Source: Bjarke Ingels Group
Innovative design and construction methods kept the 
project cost low
By leveraging cost-efective construction methods, such as 
the pre-fabrication of modules, the Dortheavej Residence 
was able to keep costs low without sacriicing the quality of 
life or design of the new building. The prefabricated modules 
are stacked in a way that allow every other module to have 
increased height, allowing for high ceilings in the living and 
dining spaces of the units. This model allows for architect-
designed, high quality homes at a lower budget.  
Building design ensured maximum access to the public 
open spaces
The project site borders a public open space, and any 
building on the site would serve as a fourth wall to the 
existing plaza and garden. One of the project requirements 
was that access to the public space be maintained, so the 
structure was developed in a way that a certain portion was 
lifted to create a walkway and maintain the existing public 
access point to the central garden. The gentle curve of the 
building also contributes to a sense of urban space around 
the building by creating a public plaza in the front of the 
building and providing visual depth to the interior garden.
international case study
location: Beekmos 1-17, Houten, Netherlands | architect: Hans Been Architects
BEEKMOS HOUTEN
Aerial view of Beekmos 1-17 Houten / Image Source: Google Maps
Project Description: Beekmos Houten brings together young mothers and adolescents with 
senior residents in an “assisted living environment”. The eldery residents provide advice 
and guidance to the young girls, while the relationships help combat issues of isolation 
and loneliness among the senior population. The project not only addresses the need for 
providing housing for young at-risk population but seeks to create a sense of community 
beyond the space of the physical home. The project was entirely designed and coordinated 
between non-proit actors, including Stichting Timon, a non-proit organization that provide 









Total Area: 2,155 sqm
Total Units: 17
4 units for senior residents
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View of Beekmos 1-17 Houten / Image Source: Google Street View
This project highlights how needs can be met through 
intergenerational living arrangements
Beekmoos, Houten brings together two diferent population 
groups that can ill each other’s unmet needs. While young 
mothers need access to advice on parenting or informal 
babysitting, the elderly individuals are seeking meaningful 
involvement to help develop a sense of purpose in life and 
combat the loneliness that is often found in old age. In this 
development, the selection of  populations that can solve 
each other’s unmet needs naturally created a neighbourly 
environment. The project also encourages communal 
activities, such as eating together once a week, to help build 
a notion of community.  
The communal spaces facilitate interactions between 
intergenerational residents
The common spaces in the building are designed to provide 
a space where the senior residents and the young women 
can share experiences together. The building includes 
a rooftop terrace, large communal spaces, and smaller 
meetings rooms that provide a variety of opportunities 
for social interaction as well as private areas for individual 
support. These spaces allow for the women to gain the skills 
they need while providing comfortable and meaningful ways 
of living for the elderly residents. 
international case study
location: Vienna, Austria | architect: Einszueins Architektur 
Project Description: The building was built by a private property developer and was 
purchased by the community on completion. All residents are part of the association which 
manages it, making this community one of the irst groups in Austria to have a Sociocratic 
organizational structure. This form of governance difers from a democratic organisational 
structure in that there is no ‘rule of the majority’; all residents have to reason with one 
another until a unanimous decision is reached.
WOHNPROJEKT WIEN














Rooftop garden and terrace
Multi-use event room
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The communal governance approach to housing 
promotes a strong sense of community
The project emphasizes diversity in community and 
residents aim to understand conlict through their 
governance model. All residents play a role in maintaining 
the common spaces and adapting them to it the 
community’s needs at that time. As consensus must be 
unanimous for any changes in the building, there is a strong 
sense of community. The community believes that this is 
supported through the variety of ages and backgrounds of 
its members. The building relies on a separation of public 
and private space that allow residents to ind both peace 
and quiet and to embrace their creativity. The public spaces 
are constantly being redesigned by the residents in order to 
bring new life into the building. These aspects of the building 
allow for residents to have meaningful connections with 
their neighbours while also providing them with solitude 
within their personal dwelling space. 
Participatory design helped the residents design 
communal spaces and amenities that meet the needs of 
the community
The amenity space in this project provides the foundation 
for building a strong community. Each of the 39 residential 
units in the building have their own loorplan, range in 
size from 1-bedroom units to six-bedroom units, and are 
designed by the residents to meet their speciic needs. The 
reliance on diferent community spaces also allows the 
residents to meet some of their needs in the communal 
parts of the building rather than in their individual units. 
The communal spaces were designed by the residents 
of the building through a series of workshops, aim to 
bring together all residents to form a community. These 
community spaces extend beyond your traditional 
amenities to include services such as children’s play spaces, 
a workshop and a community library. The amenities were 
designed to meet the needs of the community and include 
diferent areas for community gathering. 
Diagram showing communal spaces in Wohnprojekt Wien / Image Source: archello.com
international case study
ALMERE POORT
Birds eye view of self-build housing in Almere Poort / Image Source: decentarchitecture.com
location: Almere, Netherlands | architect: varies
Project Description: This is a master-planned community on 100 hectares of council 
land with nearly 3,000 self-built homes. The community is driven by principles like large-
scale citizen involvement and bottom-up community development. The highlight being 
establishing a direct relationship between the local authority and the homebuyer. Once 
the buyer secures a plot from the local authority and have a mortgage in place, the buyer 
is free to customize their home or select from diferent “ready-made” homes designed by 
in-house architects. This project targets afordable housing for low-income households of 
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View of the architectural diversity of self-build housing / Image Source: Thomas Feary via theguardian.com
Residents can live close to each other based on social 
interests or shared architectural vision
Prior to starting construction, the land in Almere Poort 
was divided into diferent neighborhoods based on how 
residents wanted to build their homes. This allowed 
residents with shared architectural and social interests 
to live in close proximity to each other. For example, if a 
resident wanted to build a sustainable home or a live-work 
home, they could build your home in a neighbourhood 
with neighbours that shared that interest or lifestyle. In this 
way, the design and development of the project supported 
shared interests among neighbours while also allowing them 
creative architectural expression. 
Self-determination in home construction keeps housing 
afordable while meeting needs
Since the residents in Almere Poort oversaw the design and 
construction of their own homes, they were able to construct 
a home that meets their needs within their budgets. As a 
result, the town saw the construction of many small homes 
that were designed to keep costs low. Residents who wanted 
to live in an even more afordable home banded together 
to create a housing development on a singular plot of land, 
therefore decreasing the cost by increasing the number of 
units constructed on that plot.  
international case study
WALDEN 7
View of Walden 7 / Image Source: Ricardo Bofill, Taller de Arquitectura
location: Sant Just Desvern, Spain | architect: Ricardo Bofill
Project Description: Walden 7 is comprised of approximately 446 dwelling units made from 
one or more 28 sqm cells in 16-storey . The building was designed so that each individual 
unit could transform as its inhabitants moved through diferent life stages, occupying more 
or less cells as their needs changed. The arrangement of units can spread across diferent 
loors, and the individual cells are constructed as blank slates - meant to be designed by 
the inhabitants that occupy them. The building itself is structured along two axes, creating 













Book exchange in the lobby
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Floor plan of Walden 7 showing units as "cells" / Image Source: Archdaily.com
A "cellular" approach to design allow the units to adapt 
to household needs over time
Walden 7 was built to be “permanently uninished”, 
meaning that the building could grow and adapt with 
its residents over time. The use of modular cells and a 
complex geometrical form of the building allows for the easy 
separation or combination of units over time. As a family 
grows or shrinks, walls separating the cells can be added or 
torn down to change the unit size and adapt to the family’s 
needs. This allows the building to be adapted over time to it 
the needs of its residents in the current moment. 
Unconventional communal spaces such as walkways can 
facilitate social interaction
The diferent towers within the building are connected 
by a series of public walkways to encourage movement 
throughout the structure. Approximately 50% of the loor 
area in Walden 7 is public space, designed to encourage 
resident interaction. The public walkways act as outdoor 
patios, with many residents using them for their potted 
gardens and patio furniture. The larger communal spaces, 
such as the rooftop gardens and pools, also act as an 
incubator for social interaction within the building. 
international case study
SOLID 11
View of Solid 11 from plaza across the street / Image Source: Alex Schroeder Photography
location: Amsterdam, Netherlands | architect: Tony Fretton Architects 
Project Description: Solid 11 is a part of three new-build projects that were designed for 
inner city sites  previously occupied by hospitals and industrial complexes. The buildings 
appear in sequence, separated by public spaces, in accordance to architect Jo Crepain’s 
master plan. The client, Dutch housing association Stadgenoot, asked that the project be 
built to have a 200 year life span. The “Solid”, a highly durable and sustainable typology, 
was the response; presented to the market as an energy eicient constructed shell with 
adaptable interior space. Designed as a mixed-use building, Solid 11’s lexible space could 
accommodate a range of activities including apartments, workspaces, a hotel, shops, cafes 










125 lots which can be combined 
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Left: Solid First Floor Plan, Right: Solid Second Floor Proposed Allotment Plan / Image Source: Tony Fretton Architects 
Design of space matches the variety of changing user-
determined needs over time
As a housing typology, a Solid is sustainable construction 
that is also resilient in its capacity to last up to 200 years, and 
designed to be adaptable to any purpose. The Solid adheres 
to a fundamental design principle: the space must be able 
to accommodate a variety of changing user-determined 
needs over time. A Solid’s basic infrastructure is designed 
and delivered as a shell, to enable the rented space to 
be designed and utilized for a range of purposes: living, 
working, cultural activities, or a combination of multiple 
functions. As occupants are free to choose the layout and 
function of the space, they are able to continuously take 
advantage of this lexibility to best suit the stage of life they 
are in. 
The central courtyard  becomes part of the 
neighbourhood
A main feature of Solid 11 is the central courtyard, which 
extends the street into the ground loor of the building. 
This area will feature shops, cafes and public facilities with 
balconies and walkways overlooking from the upper loors. 
Given Solid 11’s location next to the canal, it is expected 
that the courtyard will be utilized as public space and may 
become a neighbourhood in its own right, functioning as an 
informal and natural way for residents and neighbours to 
connect. 
Residential and commercial tenants are completely 
mixed
As a housing association, Stadgenoot’s main objective 
was not in gaining proit, but to create a balanced mix of 
diferent tenants (market residential, social housing, and 
commercial). In order to do this, Stadgenoot developed an 
auction system that allowed bidders to choose the amount 
of space they required of Solid 11’s lots. Residents could 




View of Silodam's stacked communities / Image Source: gellersworldtravel.blogspot.com
location: Amsterdam, Netherlands | architect: MVRDV
Project Description: Situated on the IJ River, Silodam is the result of an urban 
transformation of a former dam and silo building.  Designed for mixed-use, the ten story 
high building encompasses residences, oices, workspaces, commercial spaces and 
public spaces. The building is raised up over the water and externally, it resembles a stack 
of shipping containers. Each cluster of units was given its own unique character with a 
variety of diferent colours and material inishes creating stripes across the facade. The 
apartments difer in size, price and layout, which appeal to a wider range of people and 
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Diagram showing diverse unit types and programming / Image Source: MVRDV
The diferent unit types draws a variety of people, 
resulting in a diverse community
Silodam was created with the goal of allowing for a wide 
variety of homes, in order to accommodate a diverse group 
of people- low-income families, elderly residents, oice 
workers and artists. The residences are grouped by type 
into 4 to 8 “houses”: patio houses, studios, lofts, studios, 
maisonettes, penthouses, and others. Houses not only difer 
in size but also in orientation, in the quantity and size of 
rooms, levels, building materials, outdoor spaces and even 
types of windows. A “house” can be half a block, a whole 
block, or diagonal over two loors, some with terraces or 
balconies, others with patios. Interior walls can also be 
moved and replaced by future residents, to allow for even 
more lexibility.
The design centres around the principle of a "stacked 
neighbourhood" to create a truly successful vertical 
community
The apartments of Silodam were designed to form internally 
connected neighborhoods. The corridors function as internal 
streets, leading residents along pathways through the 
building. Various meeting places throughout the structure, 
including a small dock, allow for even greater interaction 
between residents.
local case study
location: Hamilton, Ontario | developer: JvN/d 
HOME:FRONT
468 James Street North development renderings / Image Source: OfficeARCHITECTURE
Project Description:  The historically working-class North End in Hamilton is the site of 
a new condo development. Housing development company JvN/d bought two low-rise 
buildings in the area for $1.6 million, which they are planning to transform into an eight-
storey condominium building. The project hopes to ofer lexible and afordable solutions 
for home ownership, including customized unit coniguration and inancing. A highlight of 
this project is the extensive community engagement JvN/d has conducted to inform the 








Each loor of the building is 








468 James Street North design elements / Image Source: OfficeARCHITECTURE
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468 James Street North design elements / Image Source: OfficeARCHITECTURE
Fixed "lots" within the building can be purchased 
individually or combined to suit buyers' needs
The Home: Front project is designed to allow maximum 
lexibility for homeowners. Each loor is divided into lots 
of 250 square feet that can be purchased. By combining 
lots, homebuyers can design their own studio, 1-bedroom, 
2-bedroom, 3-bedroom (or more) condominium. The 
building frame provides each lot with access to mechanical 
and electrical services such as water, sanitation, hydro, 
heating, air conditioning, and telecommunications.  
Lots are individually titled under a mortgage, so owners can 
buy or sell individual lots over time. Over the course of their 
lives, as they get married, have children, or decide to age in 
place, owners can purchase more space (as adjacent units 
come on the market) or sell part of their space.  
Lastly, some units are zoned as live-work units and have 
access to the street, allowing the owner to operate a 
business from their home and generate income. 
Developer provides a variety of inancing options to 
make home ownership accessible to more people
In order to increase afordability for more people, the 
Home: Front project ofers a variety of forms of ownership: 
conventional, shared, or split. This allows buyers the option 
to purchase a unit on their own, with friends, family, or even 
as a co-housing group. There is also the option to sublet a 
part of the purchased units. Buyers may choose to live in 
one part, and rent out the other part to supplement their 
income. This secondary suite can be designed as a separate 
apartment, with its own entrance. Lastly, the project seeks to 
increase afordability through ofering partially inished unit 
for a lower price. Over time, buyers can inish their unit as 
they are able to aford it.  
international case study
location: Constitución, Chile | architect: Elemental
VILLA VERDE
View of the incremental housing typology / Image Source: Suyin Chia
Project Description: After an earthquake and tsunami hit the small city of Constitución, 
residents were left without homes, electricity and clean water. Arauco, a forestry 
company with thousands of employees in the city, had agreed to provide funding for 
the reconstruction. Elemental was hired and formed a consortium with Arauco, the 
government, and the public. Through partnership and consultation, Villa Verde, a housing 
project for the displaced residents of Constitución took shape. Through the use of 
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Diagram of how the unfinished half of the house could be completed / Image Source: Elemental
The incremental housing typology provides enough 
visual continuity for the neighbourhood while 
encouraging individuality
Incremental housing is utilized as a response to scarcity. 
Pooling together the resources of the government, private 
companies, and the savings of residents themselves, 
Elemental was able to provide “half a good house.” 
Residents were able to access a dwelling they couldn’t easily 
build or buy by themselves: a two-story, two-bedroom 
home, with roof, kitchen and bathroom, with the space to 
create more functional areas. 
Elemental’s incremental housing plan for Villa Verde, 
with it’s common architectural forms, street walls and 
public spaces, created the outlines for neighborhoods. 
The connected half-houses and empty spaces acted like 
a framework to bind the community together. In insuring 
visual continuity and yet encouraging individuality and 
agency, the collaborative undertaking of neighbours 
brought communities together.
"Half a house" helps residents meet their immediate 
shelter needs but also allow lexibility to meet long-
term housing needs
By providing only the fundamental spaces that a family 
might require in one half of the house, Elemental allowed 
for residents to adapt the second half of the home to 
suit their unique needs. Over time and as circumstances 
changed, residents could complete the empty space to 
serve diferent functions.
local case study
location: Toronto, Ontario | developer: Diamond & Myers
HYDRO BLOCK
Image Source: Google Street View
Project Description: When Ontario Hydro proposed creating a transformer station in a 
downtown Toronto neighbourhood, protests and growing political pressure convinced 
them to reconsider. Instead, the site became a commission for architects Diamond and 
Myers to create high-density community housing. Hydro Block (or Beverley Place), is one 
of Canada's most well known works of dense, in-ill housing. Utilizing the concept of block 
housing, it is able to create ground related housing that its well into the surrounding 
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Image Source: Google Street View
This project achieves the high density and diverse unit 
mix using ground-related housing
Instead of creating an apartment tower, the Hydro Block 
project achieved similar density to a high-rise while 
creating ground related housing. By vertically stacking 
diferent housing unit types, the development was able to 
accommodate a wider range of residents. Two-storey units 
designed for families and larger households occupy the irst 
two loors while smaller apartments, geared towards singles 
or couples, are on the upper levels. In its construction, 
Hydro Block challenged zoning bylaws but in the decades 
since its completion, it continues to successfully adapt and 
support the needs of the community. 
Out of the 152 rental units, 113 of which are residential and 
include bachelors, one bedrooms, and two storey 2 or 3 
bedroom family units at grade with rear yards backing onto 
a courtyard. Five and six bedroom units were designed for 
people looking for a single room. The complex is spread out 
over one 4 story apartment building, 2 storey townhomes, 
and low-rise semi-detached houses.
The built form respects the existing residential context 
and achieves visual harmony
The architects of the Hydro Block project wanted the 
complex to it with the context in which it was being 
built. The neighbourhood where the development is 
located features an urban block structure. In adopting 
a similar massing and relationship to the street as the 
housing on neighbouring blocks, keeping to a low-rise 
form, and utilizing a traditional brick façade, Hydro Block 
it its surroundings. This visual harmony was one way 
to engender a sense of cohesion and belonging, basic 
necessities for neighbours (whether a part of Hydro Block 
or other houses in the neighbourhood) to feel comfortable 
connecting to each other. 
Hydro Block also creates opportunities for residents to 
connect through leveraging pathways. Whether walking 
through the common courtyard or the multiple entrances to 
access their units, residents are able to interact during the 
natural low of their lives. 
local case study
location: Toronto, Ontario | architect: Will Alsop |  developer: Urban Corp
ARTSCAPE TRIANGLE LOFTS
Inside one of the live-work artists' unit / Image Source: BlogTO
Project Description: The site of Artscape Triangle Lofts was once a former factory, housing 
artists whose live/work spaces were not legally zoned. Local activist group Active 18 
advocated for a development plan that relected the needs of the community including 
its artist residents. Following their negotiations with the City and developers, Artscape (a 
not-for-proit urban development organization) was able to create the Artscape Triangle 
Lofts to provide work and living space for artists and their families. Artscape Triangle 
Lofts is located in the podium of the Westside Lofts Development and is Artscape’s irst 









Total unit count: 68 (live/work) 
Afordable ownership: 48 units
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Artscape Triangle Lofts / Image Source: artscape.ca
Artscape leveraged its parternship with the City and 
developers to secure afordable units in a market condo 
development
By leveraging the power of partnerships and the power of 
shared interests between multiple parties, Artscape was 
able to create a way to provide afordable ownership units. 
Artscape purchased 70 units on the lower loors of the 
Westside Gallery Loft building at the cost of construction 
from Urbancorp. The City granted the developer the 
equivalent space as additional height and density to the 
building, covering the land value and proit that Urbancorp 
would have relinquished. Adapting an afordable home 
ownership program model by not-for-proit developer 
Options for Homes, 48 of these units were then sold to 
full-time artists or employees at an arts-based not-for-
proit organization. To further mitigate costs for tenants 
and buyers, the units were left as uninished spaces. Units 
have the foundations- bathrooms, a strip kitchen, and four 
appliances. The tradeof was to this approach was that it 
allowed residents to inish the unit to suit their needs.
Artscape used an innovative inancing model to ensure 
that the units remain afordable in the future
Artscape understood that to create a mixed-income 
community, they needed to consider the future protection 
of any afordable units they created. Participants of the 
afordable ownership program had to adhere to two 
stipulations. First, owners could only resell their units 
through Artscape to qualiied purchasers. Secondly, owners 
share market appreciation of the unit on a ifty-ifty basis 
on any amount higher than 5% of the value per year 
with Artscape. This allowed Artscape to create afordable 




Smart House Micro Unit Floorplan / Image Source: smarthousetoronto.com
location: Toronto, Ontario | architect: architectsAlliance
Project Description: Smart House is Toronto’s irst micro-condo development totalling 25 
storeys, situated at one of the most expensive intersections downtown. By building smaller 
units (beginning at 276 square feet) but increasing functionality through eicient layout and 
furniture, Smart House is able to deliver a more afordable housing option through micro-









256 units ranging: 289-778 sqft
Retail space on Floors 1 and 2
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Smart House Rendering / Image Source: smarthousetoronto.com Smart House Kitchen Storage / Image Source: smarthousetoronto.com
Design of micro-units addresses buyers' main priorities
The developers of Smart House examined how people 
live downtown or would aspire to live if they were able 
to. Buyers’ main priorities were storage, kitchens and 
bathrooms so the developers made sure that they were 
designed for maximum eiciency. In regards to lifestyle, 
however, amenities such as a show kitchen and yoga room 
allows Smart House residents to extend their home beyond 
the limits of their unit.  
This project capitalizes on the fact that it is in a central 
downtown location
Toronto, as many major cities, have seen the demand 
for housing increase while supply can barely keep up, 
especially for more afordable options. Microapartments 
allow residents to enter the housing market while enabling 
them to access the opportunities living in the city can 
provide. Especially In the highly desirable downtown area, 
microapartments add density near transit connections so 
people don’t need to rely on cars. In prioritizing utility and 
a smaller footprint, Smart House makes living, working and 
playing in Toronto’s downtown core more attainable. 
local case study
FRASERVIEW CO-OP
Phase one low-rise apartments completed / Image Source: Bjarke Ingels Group
location: Vancouver, Canada | architect: Tony Fretton Architects
Project Description: The Co-operative Housing Federation of BC (CHF BC) and the 
Community Land Trust (CLT). Fraserview Housing Co-op is the most recent Community 
Land Trust housing development to open its doors. It ofers a community of 278 homes 
for families and singles located at two sites adjacent to Vancouver’s thriving River District 
in southeast Vancouver. Fraserview Riverside ofers a mix of 90 modern two-bedroom and 
three-bedroom townhouses and apartments along the Fraser River. Fraserview’s members 
have a voice in how their homes are managed and maintained and have the beneit of 
security of tenure. This means that as long as you abide by the rules the co-op sets for itself 
and pay your monthly housing charges (rents), you will be able to live in your home as long 
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Model of the Fraserview Housing Co-op Development / Image Source: Dan Toulgoet via vancouvercourier.com
The inancing model targets middle-income earners and 
does not rely on government subsidies
Fraserview co-op units are ofered at 10-20% below 
market rates in order for middle-income earners to receive 
housing support. The co-op does will not be receiving any 
government subsidies to help itself operate. The rents from 
this phase of the development will go towards subsidizing 
more afordable rents in phase two of the project, which 
include two apartment towers. These apartment buildings 
will house people paying the provincial shelter rate of $375 
per month. 
The non-proit co-op model ensures members have an 
active voice in the management of the buildings
All of Fraserview’s members have a voice in how their homes 
are managed and maintained and have secure tenure. 
Members vote and elect a board of directors, which hires 
a management company to care for the development. 
Members even vote on the amount of rent that is allocated 
in the co-op’s budget. Residents of Fraserview are meant 
to be active participants in the afairs of their home and 







Design Charrette for Supportive Housing at 11 Brock Toronto / Image source: Eventbrite / PNLT
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1. Support and promote equity and diversity (economic, cultural and 
social) in our communities and discourage social polarization by creating 
housing projects and communities that are inclusive of a diverse mix of residents 
(culturally, economically, and socially). Develop lexible mixed-use housing that 
ofers a range of unit types (size, capacity, and ownership model) and build 
communities that can be adaptive to the changing needs of its residents.  
2. Incentivize development and construction of rental units by creating 
and providing government construction inancing programs (e.g CMHC Rental 
Construction Initiative Program) 
3. Challenge traditional notions of home ownership and reduce the stigma 
of renting by recognizing new models of urban living that shifts the value 
proposition of housing from commodity investment to the experience of living 
where dwellings become responsive, customizable, lexible and desirable to live 
in.   
 
4. Build a sense of place and community identity and empower residents 
in community decision-making by encouraging a participatory community 
environment, where residents feel a sense of belonging and empowerment. 
Provide ample opportunity for community voice and civic engagement. 
 
5. Create a sense of collective neighbourhood pride by investing in 
maintenance and rehabilitation of existing building inventory, public space and 
community parkland.  
6. Invest in research and development in emerging materials and technology 
for housing in order to design and implement smart resilient neighbourhood 
building prototypes that can provide insights into future standards for sustainable 
and eicient developments.  
7. Provide educational programs around smart systems and technology-
enabled homes to on-board residents. 
8. Recognize and support alternative ownership and inancing models 
that can be scaled (such as co-housing) through updated legal and inancial 
frameworks that recognize and simplify these new models and partnerships. 
9. Leverage existing inancial tools and public assets to expand the range 
of home afordability programs such as “options for homes”, rent-to-own, 
cooperative tenancy, and other options for afordability, and create public 
education programs about the advantages and disadvantages of various housing 
programs and ownership models.  
10. Encourage development of vacant lots, through vacant land taxation 
legislation, and introduce restrictive regulation on short - term rentals (e.g. 
AirBnB) to increase rental inventory. 
11. Implement policies and regulatory guidelines to ensure and enforce 
inclusive housing development practices and provide opportunities for new 
funding partnership models to emerge that extend beyond project development 
and inancial institutions. 




The ‘Exploring Innovation 
in Housing Typology’ 
study provides an in-
depth look at relevant and 
applicable case studies 
in the form of a ‘Housing 
Innovation Toolkit’ and 
also ofers the following 
set of recommendations 
for afordable, equitable 
solutions to housing.
Victorian houses in Toronto / Image source: Evergreen
73
Housing Psychology 
What qualitative studies can be conducted to determine the psychological 
perceptions around housing with regards to ownership vs rental in Toronto? How 
might we better understand the ways to equalize the playing ield for owners and 
renters and eliminate ideas of “secondary” citizenship? 
Vertical Living 
How do we create housing that adapts to the diferent life stages of an individual? 
How do we best accommodate family life in dense, urban environments? In 
Toronto, what makes a desirable and adaptable vertical community? How do we 
build ‘vertical neighbourhoods” that address the public realm and community 
amenities in a vertical living environment? 
Urban Density 
What are strategies (both urban design and inancial) that can provide balanced 
and comprehensive density intensiication models as an alternative to high-
rise development? What are the best approaches to re-introducing a breadth 
of typologies, such as mid-rise apartments, duplexes, triplexes, townhouses, 
laneway suites and row houses, within a dense urban environment with a rising 
population?   
 
Adaptable Interiors
Can qualitative research, design investigation and co-design reveal new ways to 
envision lexible, re-conigurable, and adaptable interiors to suit a diversity of 
individuals, families and stages of life? 
 
New Technologies 
In what ways can emerging prototyping and additive prefabrication 
manufacturing technology impact construction processes and design outcomes? 
What can be the role of new technologies in facilitating customizable, lexible and 
adaptable living environments?
Next Steps
In tackling the complex issues 
surrounding housing in Toronto, the 
research team recommends further 
studies in the following areas, many 
which have been discussed and 




MASTER LIST OF CASE STUDIES
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